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Research Question 1 • Descriptives
Education faculty place the highest importance (97.1%) on and participate (52.1%) in 
internship supervision the most. Meanwhile, arts and humanities faculty place the least 
importance (75.2%) on internships while physical sciences, mathematics, and computer 
sciences faculty participate (27.2%) the least.
Research Question 2 • Multiple Regression
The more high-impact practices a faculty participated in the more they emphasized 
participation for students (B=.28, p<.001) while accounting for academic and 
demographic characteristics; outcome variable standardized thus coefficients are 
interpreted as effect sizes. Differences in emphasis also exist by a variety of faculty 
characteristics (see full paper at nsse.indiana.edu).  
Research Question 3 • Logistic Regression
We used aggregate institutional measures of faculty participation and the importance 
faculty placed on high-impact practices while accounting for student characteristics to 
predict student participation. The odds students participated in study abroad were 
greater than any other high-impact practice based on faculty participation in high-impact 
practices. Faculty importance placed on high-impact practices and participation 
appeared unrelated to student participation in undergraduate research and service 
learning, respectively. 
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Discussion & Implications
The higher education community continues to perpetuate high-impact 
practices as means for improving student success. Yet, challenges exist 
for assuring all students participate equitably in these beneficial 
educational experiences; one inhibiting factor may be a lack of faculty 
support. We examined the responses from 12,147 faculty and 28,504 
seniors at 83 institutions to better understand the relationship between 
faculty who emphasize or participate in high-impact practices and 
students who do participate. Results indicate potential inequities in 
faculty participation in engaging students in high-impact practices. 
Faculty values of importance in participation relates to whether they 
participate reveling implications for future conversations about faculty 
hiring and development. 
An Increased Understanding of High-Impact Practices 
With a heightened awareness that student participation does not solely 
yield positive outcomes, scholars began looking at specific elements of 
high-impact practices (e.g., student-faculty interaction; BrckaLorenz et 
al., 2017) 
Access & Participation Differences for Students
Not all students participate in high-impact practices at the same rate 
(Stewart & Nicolazzo, 2019). An opaque understanding of the effects of 
high-impact practices on marginalized students gives reason for further 
investigation (Kilgo et al., 2019). 
Faculty Perceptions & Participation in High-Impact Practices
Faculty perceive high-impact practices differently depending on their 
discipline and backgrounds (Fassett & BrckaLorenz, 2020). 
• By measuring both student and faculty engagement in high-impact practices, 
institutions gain a greater understanding of the learning mechanisms and the ability 
to improve student experiences as well as meet accreditation standards 
• Providing faculty more professional development around high-impact practices may 
help them better develop these educational experiences and more easily fit them into 
curriculum (Paulson, 2012). Institutions should provide faculty training and time for 
high-impact practices (Murphrey et al., 2016). 
• Institutions should create avenues for faculty to (meaning)fully partake in high-impact 
practices to promote student success. 
The Webber and colleagues’ (2013) approach for measuring faculty and 
student participation in a high-impact practice guides our research. The 
authors studied relationships between faculty who emphasize high-
impact practices and student participation (Webber et al, 2013). We 
continue this logic recognizing faculty influence on students. However, 
we seek to better understand marginalized populations by including 
more robust measures of demographics (e.g., gender identity, sexual 
orientation, and ability). As such, our research questions are: 
1. Who are the faculty that emphasize student participation and 
participate in engaging students in high-impact practices?
2. How does faculty participation in high-impact practices predict 
faculty emphasis of student participation in these practices?
3. How does faculty emphasis of, and participation in, high-impact 
practices predict student participation? 
Literature
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE)
Additional measures for students: first-generation and academic majors. Additional 
measures for faculty: discipline, rank, and tenure status.
B S.E. Odds Probability Sig. B S.E. Odds Probability Sig.
Internship -0.20 0.08 0.82 0.45 ** 0.54 0.10 1.71 0.63 ***
Learning Community 0.64 0.08 0.72 0.42 *** -0.33 0.11 0.72 0.42 **
Study Abroad -0.48 0.11 0.62 0.38 *** 1.77 0.13 5.85 0.85 ***
Research 0.07 0.09 1.07 0.52 0.50 0.11 1.64 0.62 ***
Capstone Experience 0.81 0.08 1.47 0.59 *** 0.38 0.09 1.47 0.59 ***
Service Learning 0.47 0.08 1.60 0.62 *** 0.20 0.10 1.22 0.55
Faculty ParticipationFaculty Importance
Table 3. Faculty participation and importance placed on high-impact practices  predicting student participation
*<.05, **<.01, ***<.001; Demographic variables effect coded to account for variation include race/ethnicity, gender identity, sexual orientation, 
ability status, academic major, first generation, the five other high-impact practices; Outcome variable standardized thus coefficients are 
interpreted as effect sizes
Limitations
• Administrators self-select their institutions into participating in the survey thus 
generalizing the results outside of the sample may lead to poor inferences.
• Results may be suppressed due to the number of variables included in the 
models, and the data are correlational in nature thus causal inferences cannot 
be made.
